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Robert W. Quinn, Jr. Suite 1000

Director - Federal Government Affairs -rE F‘\\_ED 1120 20th St., NW
! Washington, DC 20036

E)l\ PARTE- QR 202 457-3851

FAX 202 457-2545

April 1, 1998

Ms. Magalie Roman Salas RECEIVED
Secretary

Federal Communications Commission APR -1 1998
1919 M Street, N. W., Room 222 FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D. C. 20554 OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Re: Ex Parte, CC Docket No. 96-9AM 9101 - Implementation of the Local
Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996

Dear Ms. Roman Salas:

On Tuesday March 31, 1998, Jim Grudus, Joan Marsh, Susan Faccenda, and 1
of AT&T met with Michael Pryor, Jake Jennings, Jason Oxman and Andrea Kearney of
the Common Carrier Bureau’s Policy and Program Planning Division to discuss
information regarding Ameritech’s Operational Support Systems as well as the
communications that AT&T has had to date with Ameritech with respect to obtaining

combinations of network elements. Attached are several documents distributed during
the presentation.

Two copies of this Notice are being submitted on the following business day to

the Secretary of the FCC in accordance with Section 1.1206(a)(1) of the Commission's
rules.

Sincerely,

Dicanfrrn

Attachments

cc: J. Jennings

J. Oxman
M. Pryor . . L‘
A. Kearney No. of Copies 'oc'd&
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eritech

30 South Wacker Drive
Fioor 39

Chicago. IL 60606
Oftice 312/750-5367
Fax 3120609-6307

John 7. Lonaken
Assistant General Counss!

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

QOctober 17, 1§97

William A. Davis Il

AT&T

Chief Regulatory Counsel
13" Floor

227 West Monroe Street
Chicago, lllinois 60608

Dear Bill:

This responds to your letter to me dated October 8, 1897, which | received on

October 14, 1997. You asked for Amentach’s written position regarding the so-
called UNE Platform.

Bill, AT&T has been fully aware of Ameritech's legal position regarding the UNE
Platform: the UNE Piatform, as defined by AT&T, is inconsistent with the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 and not required by the interconnection
agreements between our companies.

As | represented to you and to Len Cali, Ameritech agreed to work to implement
the UNE Platform during the time this issue remained unresoived on appeal.
Our agreement to work with AT&T, however, was with the express and mutual
understanding that neither party was waiving its legal nghts. As such, your
apparent surprise at Ameritech's decision to “litigate” this issue is puzzling. The
fact of the matter is that the legality of your vision of the UNE Platform has been
the subject of litigation since at least the August 8, 1986 release of the FCC's
First Report and Order in Docket 96-98.

The Order on Petitions for Rehearing of the United States Court of Appeais for
the Eighth Circuit, filed on October 14, 1997, now resolves the platform issue.



William A. Davis |l
October 17, 1997
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As the Court held in granting certain petitions for rehearing, including
Ameritech's:

Section 251(c)(3) requires an incumbent LEC to provide access to
the elements of its network only on an unbundled (as opposed to a
combined) basis. Stated another way, § 251(c)(3) does not permit
a new entrant to purchase the incumbent LEC's assembled
platform(s) of combined network elements (or any lesser existing
combination of two or more elements) in order to offar competitive
telecommunications services.

As | understand it, AT&T's “assume-as-is” UNE Platform involves access to
existing assembiled network elements on a combined — as opposed to an
unbundled — basis. As such, AT&T's version of the UNE Platform is inconsistent

with Section 251(c)(3), and clearly outside the scope of our interconnection
agreement.

Therefore, continued implementation discussions regarding AT&T's UNE
Platform do not seem productive. Ameritech recommends, however, that we
begin discussions regarding AT&T's access to unbundled network elements
under our interconnection agreement in a manner consistent with the Act and the
Eight Circuit's Opinion. Such discussion should be coordinated with AT&T's

account management team, which | assume will occur in the normal course of
business.

Bill, if you would like to discuss our legal position in further detail, feel free to give
me or Mike Karson (312/867-5568) a call.

Sincerely,
n T. Lenahan
JTL:plj

c Neil Cox
Mike Karson

C:\LENAHANt152.doc



Wikilam A. Davis 0
Chiel Regulatory Counsel
Central Ragion

13th Floor

227 West Monroe Street
Chicago. IL 60606

312 230-2636

October 23, 1997

John T. Lenahan, Esq.

Assistant General Counsel
Ameritech

30 South Wacker Drive, Floor 39
Chicago, [L. 60606

Dear John:

[ have your response of October 17, 1997 to my letter of October 8, 1997
concerning the UNE Platform. Obviously our companies have on-going differences
that are incapsble of being resolved in correspondence between the two of us, but I will

respond briefly to your letter and address the question of how we may best pursue
platform issues going forward.

I am puzzied by your statcment that AT&T's version of the UNE Platform is
both inconsistent with Section 251(c) of the Act and "clearly outside the scope of our
interconnection agreement." | understand your citation to the 8* Circuit Court of
Appeals' decision of October 14, 1997 in connection with the first point (and as noted
we will continue to differ on the merits of that reading of the Act); at the same tme,
however, there exists clear state law basis for the platform in a number of our states
(e.g., Michigan, Illinois). Moreover, as to the scope of the interconnection agreements,
1 wonder whether and how your position takes into account Schedule 9.5, Sec.1.17,
which provides:

"When AT&T orders Network Elements or Combinations that are
currently interconnected and functional and remain interconnected to the
same adjacent Network Elements, such Network Elements and
Combinations will remain interconnected and functional without any
disconnection or disruption of functionality of such Network Elements.
There shall be no charge for such interconnection. Consequently, for
Ameritech rewil Customers who simply wish to switch their local
service providers and keep the same type of service provided through the
same equipment, this method of ordering will accomplish this with no
physical changes required in the existing Network Elements. Under
these circumstances, it shall not be necessary for AT&T to collocate

b0



John T. Lenahan, Esq.
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equipment in Ameritech Central Offices to connect the unbundled
Network Element. If shared Network Elements are used, Ameritech will
be responsible for all engineering, provisioning and maintenance of

these components to ensure they support the agreed-upon grade of
service."

Among the network "combinations" which Ameritech agreed w provide pursuant w
Section 9.3 .4, of course, is the "Unbundled Element Platform with Operator Services
and Directory Assistance.” We read these sections of the interconnection agreement to
provide expressly for AT&T's version of the UNE Platform, and I am therefore at a
loss as to how Ameritech can reconcile these pravisions with its position that the
AT&T UNE Platform is "outside the scope” of our sgreement.

In any event, and without prejudice to our legal positions, AT&T is prepared to
pursue discussions of UNE Platform issues — including Ameritech's proposed approach
to UNE availability in light of the 8* Circuit's ruling — from an operational and
business perspective. In particular, AT&T will nced to know with specificity just how
Ameritech proposes to make each UNE available to requesting carriers oo a scparsted
basis in a manner that will allow those requesting carriers to combine such elements.
Bruce Bennett will be taking up these issues, consistent with your suggestion, in
discussions with Ameritech's AT&T account management team.

Sincercly,
BH l)dovn
William A. Davis, I1
cc:  Neil Cox, Esq.
Mike Karson, Esq.

bec: Len Cali
Bruce Bennen
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Bruce C. Bannett - 28th Floor
Director of 227 W Monrge Stireet
2-pouct Deliverv Chicago. IL 60806-5016

312 2303312

TAX 312 230-a888

November 14, 1997

VIA FACSIMILE

Daniel J. Kocher, Director
Planning and Impiementation
Ameritech

350 North Orleans. 3 Floor
Chicaga, illinois 60654

Dear Dan,

[n our November 6, 1997 meeting we discussed ceruin operationai issucs assacistod with Ameritech's
proposcd methods for making UNEs available to CLECs, assuming the 8* Circuit Court decision is ot
overiumed. Ameritech's response, in general, was that the CLECs would be required to recombine

-Network Elements in collocation space purchased on terms and conditions per the lnterconnection

Agreement. This letter sets forth AT&T’s undersmnding of Amezitech's requirements based an our
discussions and sccks vour confirmation of our understanding. Also, AT&T is submitting addisional
questions fo befter undcrstand Ameritech's operational plans and requirements for recombined UNEs.
Ameritech agreed to respond to in writing to additional questions on UNE recombining.

Listed below are the questions AT&T asked Amenitech in our meegting and the Ameritech responses as we
understand them:

1.

What are the eliements Ameritech will offer 1o CLECs on an unbuadied basis?

Ameritech will kecp the loop and NID connected and will not provide a loap without a NID. The
clements Ameritech will make available are: loop and NID combined. local switching including
signaling inherent in the switch (including access to daabases). cansport — both dedicated and
Ameritech's vervion of “shared™, tandem switching, tandem wransport and OS/DA.

Haw will CLECs be required to recombine the sismsnts?

Ameritech requires CLECs to combine eiements in callocation space. Each CLEC will require
coliocation space in cach cenrral office. including tandem offices. in arder 10 recombine UNEs. Atthe
Main Distribution Frame. Ameritech will “disconnect” an existing loop when a CLEC furnishes s vaiid
customer request for service. Ameritech would cstablish jumpers for both the loop and switch side
connection on Ameritech's Main Distibution Frame (“MDF™). An Ameritech-approved third party
vendor would be required (o estabiish the connection between the coliocazion cage snd Ameritech's
MDF. The CLEC will establish is own MDF in its collocazian cage snd will be rewponsible for
physically cross—connecting loop jumpers and line pert jurnpers on its MDF. Ameritech indicatsd thas

@ Aeoyoms Pepar



Dan Kocher
November 14. 1997
Page 2

a CLEC may make all the connections within its cage at one time. Additionally, Ameritech indicated
that sn intermediate Diswribution Frame (“|DF"") connection berween its MDF and the coliocation cage
may also be required in some cenmral offices. Ameritech said it would not utilize a common frame
outside of the collocation space to terminate multipie CLECs' cross-connects. Moreover. cross-

connestion of Ameritech switching with dedicaied manspor runks would be performed in the
collocated space under Ameritech’s definition of “'shared” franspor.

3. Does Ameritech ailow CLEC: to share the same interoffice transport used by Ameritech?

No. A CLEC purchasing UNE interoffice mransport will be purchasing dedicated interoffice munks and
cannot simultaneously use the same interotfice mansport used by Amentech.

4. Can CLECs purchasc Ameritech's “shared” transport in quantities smaller than a full trunk
group?

The lowest quantity currently negotiated and practically impiemented for interconnection is the DS|
jevel. Upan request. Ameritech will split the “shared” transpors bill for a DS1 ameng sharing CLECs.

S. How does Ameritech complete a line assignment for its existing customers?

A physical disconnection and reconnection often is not nccessary when an existing loop is assigned to

an Ameritech customer: rather. Ameniech is able to accomplish this task via an elecoonic (keyboard)
input.

6. Does a CLEC bave to purchase signaling separste from switching?

No. On the line side, the line card has signaling as an embedded function, On the trunk side, a CLEC
can purchase either MF or SS7 trunks. The basic signaling capability is inherent in the switch:
signaling is not ordered scparately if switching is ordgred. This banic sigoaling capability includes
access to the Amerirech dawabascs (i.c. 800/888, 911, LIDB, ctc. dambasss). A CLEC purchasing
switching and SS7 trunks does not have ta purchase separate access to Ameritech’s signaling nerwark
and associsted databases. Signaling includes both TCAP and ISUP signaling.

7. - When will Ameritech's unbundled clements ardering guide be updated to reflect the B** circuit
court ruling?

Ameritech promised o furnish a date for updating its unbundied ordering guide. (AT&T posed this
question to our Ameritech Account Manager on 10/23/97 and is still waiting for an answer, Ameritech

has a8 message on its WEB site indicating thas the unbundled.ordering guide will be updated 1o reflect
the 8% Circuit Court ruling).

8. Will Amecritech sllow CLECs 10 recombdine UNEs without caliocation? Is Ameritech combining
clements today via 8 remote terminai?

Ameritech requires coliocation for CLEC recombining of UNEs. For the vast majority of Amenitech’s
oW customers. service is provisioned via a software update using s remote werminal. Ameritech
makes 8 physical connection (o provide service only for new lines (e.g. second tines).

9, Arethers ways that CLECs cao have dlrect aceets to the Ameritech MDF? |s there saltware to
recombine without s physical recosnection?

Ameritcch does not anticipate providing CLECs direct access to Ameritech equipment. Ameritech has
nat given any thought o a soffware- based method of recombining separaie clements.



Dan Kocher
Novemper 14. 1997
Page 3

10,

2.

13.

14.

What hsppens if Ameritech does not have sufficicnt room to accommodate coflacation in a
specific centrsl office?

Under these circumstances. Ameritech would atlow virtual collocation. and would require Ameritech
escort of the CLLEC technician to pertortn work on the virtually collocated squipment.

. Can CLECs pre-wire in & collocation space?

Ameritech will not prohibit a CLEC from prewiring in its collocated space. A CLEC can also prewire
all of its tic lines to and from the MDF (or IDF where one exists) af one time.

How will Ameritech ensure coordination of the loop snd line port connections for each CLEC
customer scrvice order?

“The CLEC would have 1o specifv the physical appearances of the loap and switch line port on the

individusl orders: Ameritech has processes in place 10 coordinate the separate orders required for the
loop and the line port on the swirch.

How many loop and line faurt jumper connections could A meritech camplete in a single dav?

Ameritech indicated there is a physical limit 1o the number ot conversions which can be done in any
given day because of the manual effort involved, but was not able to quantify this limit, To date.

Ameritech has not campleied any studics or given any thought to what the maximum number of daily
connections would be.

Assume a CLEC intends to purchase coilocacion space solely (ar purposes of recombining the
necessary UNEs inco the pisiform cambination, rather thaa purchasing colloestion space for
providing facilities-based service, and therefore will nat need space for equipment such as light
guide equipment: under these circumsisnces will Ameritech sllow the CLEC to purchase
coliocation space in increments less than 100 squars feet?

Yes. Ameritech will reconsider minimum UNE collocstion space requirements. and will provide
AT&T with a response on this question.

. Callocation requirements will increase the loap length. [T ‘lhil additionsl length necessitates lnop

conditioning, who is respansible for performing the conditioning — Ameritech or the CLEC?

The CLEC is responsible.

. Will Ameritech provide CLECs access to its -ngincaring- records, since the records need to be

updated ¢o reflect the new loap icngth o ensure MLT testing works properiy?

As necessary, access to records wiil be provided. Ameritech said it would investigate MLT impacts of
its collocation proposal and will provide AT&T an answer,

. How doss maintenance of the recombined unbundled clements work?

Ameritech has responsibility for the actual maintenance of the elements and the CLEC has
responsibility for properiy combining the elements. The CLEC must identify and sectionalize the
maintenance problem. The CLEC must notify Ameritech which elements are not working properly

and Ameritech will initiate correcuve action. Ameritech will provide CLECs access 1o the necessary
maintengnce tools and diagnostics. :
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Dan Kocher
November |4. 1997
Page ¢

Listed below arc additional questions related 1o Ameritech's requirements tor CLECs to recombine
uphundled nerwork elements:

18. Has Ameritech developed methods and precedures to describe how it will separate already-combined

clemenus and how CLECS will be required to recombine clements? 17 nat, when will this be done and
when will the M&P's bo available 10 CLECs?

19. What OSS impacts are anticipated from Ameritech's recombining proposals? Whai OSS will

Ameritech accessutilize to separste elements and will CLECs utilize to recombine elements? How
will Ameritech provide CLECs access to these OSS?

20. Whaet impact does Ameritech’s recombining proposel have on engineering and inventory records?
Whas records will Ameritech access or modify to separsze already connected slemenn? What records
will nced to be sceessed and/or updated for a CLEC to compiete recombination of UNEs? What is
Ameritesh’s plan to accurmely mainmin such records? How will.multiple CLECs using recombined
UNES be given access 1o Ameritcch’s engincering and inventory records?

21. Has Ameritech investigeted any alicrnatives 1o collocation for the recombination of network element
(for exampie, providing CLECs dircct sccess (o Ameritech's nctwork equipment for physical
recombining or logical separation and recombining)? 1f so. what are Ameritech's reasons for not
making these alternatives svailable to CLECs? 1f not when will this investigation be done?

12. Will Ameritech have any restrictions on the number of recombined UNE customers which may be
convened to CLECs on & daily basis?

23, How quickly can Ameritech insiall collocation cages in all of the Ameritech Michigan central effices?

24. What is the availability of collocated gpace in each Ameritach ceneral office? Please describe any
limitations which may exist,

25. Assuming a CLEC has prewired loop and switch conaections in its coliocation space to blocks on
Ameritech MDF and/or IDF frames, what is the expected durstion of customer down time for
conversian of an existing Ameritech customer to 8 UNE CLEC customer?

16. How does Ameritech proposc to rcmgdy the provisioning/scrvice parity issues associaied with its
coliocation propesal e.9., (1) clectronic provisioning vs manual provisianing: (2) additional loop
lengths: (3) additionsl possible pomts of failure?

Thank you for your cooperation on this maaer. [ you have any questions | can be rcached a1 (312) 230-
3.

Sincerely,
0““‘ Mar)
Bruce Bennent

BB/cv
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ATAT Cc:zzrate Canter
November 18, 1997 227 Waest icrce

Chicago. ...~us 80606

Bonnie Hemphill

General Manager - AT&T CLEC Sales
Ameritech [nformation Industry Services
350 North Orleans. Floor 3

Chicago, Illinois 60654

Dear Bonnic:

As mentioned in my |ast correspondence 1o you the AT&T Collocation team would meet
to discuss and develop a collocation forecast for Ameritech. At that meeting, several
observations were noted which impact the coordination and development of the forecast
data which we are 1o provide to Ameritech. In light of Ameritech’s position regarding
the 8th Circuit decision on the method of combining network elements, and its insistence
upon combining network clements through collocarion, the teamn needs to reconsider the
impact on our collocation requircments in Ameritech end offices, Our current collocation
data and analysis must now be re-evaluated to determine how to factor in this criterion.
Consequently, in order to provide you with an useful forecast, I have requested that the
-AT&T Collocation teamn reassess our current forecast data and make the appropriate
modifications.

The reassessment and analysis of these revisions would ultimately impact the initial
timeframes reflected in Section 6.2.5 (Collocation Planning) of the Implementation Plan.
AT&T proposes to provide Amentech with a rwo-year rolling revised annually forecast
starting on January 20 1998 for the Termination Points. Existing Space, Future LSO's in
Existing Market and Future LSO’s. We would also submit on a rwo-year rolling revised
Quarterly forecast for Power starting on January 20, April, July, and October
respectively. The team has developed forecast templates in which to provide this
information to Ameritech (Attachments 1-4). A two-year forecast that does not account
for the latest information, in this case consideration of Ameritech’s position on the 8th
Circuit decision, does not provide it’s intended value. Given the dynamic nature of this
business it also seems appropriate to consider a six month true up option in the two-year
forecast. As of this 1ime however, [ can inform you that AT&T has no plans for
collocation in Wisconsin or Indiana for 1998. Shouid that plan change due to our

business needs, [ will notify you in a timely fashion so as 1o provide you with adequate
time to respond to the requircments.



Your feedback on this proposal is necessary for our team to move forward.

If you have any questions or need further clarification regarding the aforementioned |
can be contacted at 312-230-2450.

Antoinene Thomas

Copy to:

Steve Hunsberger
Rhonda Johnson
Dan Noorani

Rab Polete
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Bruce C. Benneft
Oiractor o1
Product Delivery

25th Floor

227 W. Monroe Street
Chicago, IL. 80808-5018
312 230-3312

FAX 312 230-8886

December 16, 1997

VIA FACSIMILE AND US MAIL

Daniel J. Kocher, Director
Planning and Implementation
Ameritech

350 North Orleans, 374 Floor
Chicago, lllinois 60654

Dear Dan,

| am following up on the starus of a response to my November 14, 1997 letter (attached) | sent
you following our November 6, 1997 meeting. Included in the letter is a series of questions we
asked Ameritech at the meering and AT&T's undersuanding of Ameritech’s responses. We also
included questions related 10 Ameritech’s requirements for CLECs to recombine unbundled
network elements which were not specificelly eddressed at the meeting. It has been over a month
since | sent you the letier which Ameritech agreed to respond to in writing, and | have not

received s response. We would really appreciate Ameritech’s answers to these questions as
quickly as possible.

[f you should have any questions. or would like 1o discuss anything | can be rcached at (312) 230-
3312. Thank you in advance for your cooperation on this matter.

Sincerely,

G/ Bnsly
Bruce Bennent
BB/cv
Attachment

ce: Bonnic Hemphill

<o

Recyaied Papsr
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Bruce C. Bennett 25th Fioor

Director of 227 W. Monroe Streel

Product Delvery Chicago. IL 60808-5016
312 230-3312

FAX 312 230-8866

January 28, 1998

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

Daniel J. Kocher, Director
Planning and Implemeniation
Ameritech

350 North Orleans. 379 Floor
Chicago, lllinois 60654

Desr Dan,
| am following up on the status of a response to my December 16, 1997 and November 14, 1997

letters regarding Ameritech’s requirements for CLECs to recombine unbundled nerwork

clements. We have not vet received the response you agreed to provide and therefore can anly
assume that we have correctly characterized Ameritech's position on recombination in the
November 14, 1997 lener.

If Ameritech’s position on these issues has changed we would greatly appreciate a response 1o
our lctrer.

Sincerely,
v |

Bruce Bennent

8B/cv

cc: Bonnie Hemphill

9
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Amevitsch [nformaden iodustry Serviess
330 N. Oricana. Floor 3

Qiicagn, [llinois GO6Se -

Phome: 11273158559 Fax: 312/315-2927

entech

Beanis Hempbil)
Gesera) Masager - AT&T

Februxry 10, 1998

Mr. Bruce Bemnent

Director of Pradusct Delivery
AT&T ’

227 W. Moaroe, 25* Floor
Chicago, Nlincis 60606

Dexr Bruce,

This responds to your letter of November 14, 1997 to Dan Kocher and subsequent

cancerning the Novembar 6, 1997 mexzing when Dan, Mike Karson and | were
invited 1o speak with Mawreen Gerson. Bob Sherry, Bob Falcone and yourself concernmg
AT&T's sbility to combinc actwork elconents pursuant to the Eighth Circuit Court's ruling.
Thx meeting was beld as a follow-up to John Lenahan’s October, 17, 1997 lener.

At that thres howur mesting, we deacribed in dewil how Ameritech today provides sccess w
nctwork clements and how AT&T could, {f {t chose 1o do sa, use thass existing arrengements to
combinc thase pecwork clemaus with its own ficilities or with other nevwrork elements providad
by Amcritech tw provide telecommunicarions sexrvices. While our discussion dealt with details,
tho subject manier maelf was not new o any of us. The memer in which Ameritach provides
access to these nerwork clements bas been cxtensively documenred at Amenitech’s web site, in
owr Imercommection Agreement and its associsted lmplanmunm Plan, and in the thousands of
pages filed with Ameritach’s rwo 271 applicaions.

During the mesting, we emphnind the following poin:

1 Amcritech has provided other CLECs with access o teus of thousands of undundled
loope which have been successfully combined within thase cgriers’ netwarks to sarve
Wweir cusiommers. Procecdures have boen exwsblisher w0 coordingte the discornection of
Ameritech's retall service with the insallanion of 2 CLEC's service to minimize any
cusmamner mconvericnce durog the transivon.

2. Aseritech docs not dictmze 10 ATET how network elements tha it purchases should be
combined Ou several accasions Dan Kocher corrected misstazrements made by the
AT&T repreacraatives that Amernech was “requiring” AT&T to perform certain
fusctions in combining aetwork elements.

3. Although it is obvious that combining nerwark clomenzs as they ere aarantly provided
<an be accomplished in aliocstion space. Aseriuech is open to negoticie any cther



technically feasible alternative thas AT&T cares o propose. AT&T indicated that it
would be making such a proposal shartly.

Usfortunarcly, although the mecting wes exablished to exchange our respective views of the
court’s decision. once the merting started you provided little expianation of AT&T's position on
the issue. You sisted that you were not authorized to discuss AT&T's views &t that time.
Several times duriag the meeting, you or ane of the other ATAT represcrmamives indicxsed tha
AT&T was prepering aitemazive wrrangements which it mended to fortoally propose 1o
Ameritech. As the meeting adjourned, it was Ameritach’s underszanding that AT&T would be
making thoss proposals in the near figure. It wes to thoss forthooming proposals thar Ameritech
agreed 10 respond. Nearly three manths bave passed sinos that mecting.  To dae, Ameritach bas
ot received any proposals fom AT&T cven though the Eighth Circuit's order was clesr thay the
respansibility.to combine nctwork elemenrs rests with ATET, oot Ameritech.

With regard to the November 14* correspandence, | must admit that there was soros puzziement
o8 our past when we recrived your document whan we understond that AT&T was preparing to
apen negatiations oo an altemasive proposal to the existing callacmion wymgements. Our
ariginal intention was w© respond when AT&T sharod ivs proposal with us. However, ] think it is
now obvious that your proposal is delgyed. You may refer to the three points listed sbove as an
accursie nunmery of Ameritech’s position and Amernech’s willingness snd shility to provide
access to nerwork clements 5o that they can be combined by AT&T(with dotails provided in e
exteasive documeststion mentioned carlier).

1 also believe that AT&T's pasition comained i its forecan: lectary of November 18, 1997 and
Decarsber 18, 1997 was dismganuous. Since ATET has scedfasiy cefised to accepe bath the
"UNE pisdorm and shared transpart definitions coutsined in our Interconmexction Agrocment or the
Eighth Circuit’s rulings, ey could bave no impact an AT& T s ability to fulfill its conoractual
obligarions for forecasts. [n mny case, since you now have our respomsa. there should dbe no
further impodiment 1o yous forecasting process.

[ aiso note that AT&T has publicly announced shandonment of it resalc efforts afthough
subsusnaial order volumes continuc through our service carer. | am curiaus as to whedher this
smouncemen, alaag with te Eighth Circuit's ruling, will result in a changed positon vis-s-vis
the UNE Platform. whichy for all intent and purposes was nothing more then resale - TELRIC
mecs. If you have any information with regard to this sinuation thet you would be willmg w
shxre, Amarivech would spprecizte it

Bruce. to0 the axtent you wish 1o carer imto momnmpiul dialogue on your network element

combinstion alternatives. your account team 1t Ameritech, szands ready to do s0. When you

obeain the suthorization to discuss these items, plemse feel free to farward any proposals you wish
Ameriuch to coasider.

Sinaxely,

Binnss Memphst

»= TOTA. PHGE.B3 »=
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Bruce C, Bennett 25th Fleor

Director of 227 W. Monroe Siree!

Product Delivery Chicago, I 80808-5016
312 230-3312

FAX 312 230-8888

February 27, 1998

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

Bonnie Hemphill

General Manager

Ameritech Information industry Services
350 North Orleans

Floor 3

Chicago, IL 60654

Dear Bonnie:

1 am in receipt of your February 10, 1998 letter replying 1o my letter of November 14,
1997. Your letter fails to respond 1o AT&T's requests — contained in my initial letter and
reiterated in follow-up correspondence on December 16, 1997 and January 28, 1998 that
Ameritech clarify and confirm its position on the manner in which it proposes to make available
unbundled UNEs to CLECs. including an explanation of how Ameritech combines UNEs for its
own use and how Ameritech will scparate UNEs that are currently combined. The information
we requested is essential for AT&T to evaluate whether your current collocation-based offering is
a reasonable means to combine Ameritech UNEs (loops and switches), as well as to assess
possible alternatives.

Your letter atitempts to suggest that Ameritech has not responded to my November 14,
1997 letter because it has been waiting for an AT&T proposal. What we agreed to at our
November 6, 1997 mecting, however, was that AT&T would summarize in writing what it
understood Ameritech’s position to be on those questions, and that Ameritech would respond in
writing, and that was not tied to any AT&T alternative proposal. 1f, as you contend, you were
“puzzled" by my November 14® letter, presumably you remained puzzled by my subsequent
requests for the information, and yet you never called and never responded. 1f Ameritech had a
different understanding, in other words, it was incumbent on Ameritech to respond in some
fashion rather than simply remain silent for three months.

Your latest letter, moreover, is not responsive. We fully understand that Ameritech has
provided CLECs with their own switches access to your unbundled loops by using collocation to
connect to their networks. AT&T's questions were posed to gain an understanding of whether
Ameritech’s collocation product, designed for connecting UNEs in an eavironment for CLEC
switch providers 1o access unbundled loops in your network, is reasonable when Ameritech
provides both the loops and the switch. As we discussed in our meeting, it is AT&T's view that



Bonnic Hemphill
February 27, 1998
Page 2

collocation as a method to connect an ILEC’s own switches with its own unbundled loops serves
no valid commercial purpose, but additional information, which only Ameritech holds, is needed
to more fully cvaluate this issuc. The "three points" and the "extensive documentation" which
you outline in your letter thus fail to address the questions posed in my letter,

Further, your statement that { or anyone else from AT&T said we were not authorized
discuss AT&T's views is just plain wrong. We came to the meeting seeking clarification and
detail around Ameritech's position, as indicated above. It is, after all, up 1o Ameritech to state
how it proposes to make unbundled UNEs available to CLECs bascd upon the 8* Circuit's
decision, before CLECs can detcrmine how they might be combined. Additionally, however, we
discussed preliminarily AT&T's proposal to utilize the "recent change process"” to separate and
reconnect Ameritech's unbundled loops and ports, although of course not in the level of demil that

would be necessary to work through those issues. As indicated below, we are prepared to pursue
those discussions.

Frankly, Bonnie, thinking back on this Ameritech's insistence upon attorney involvement
in what should be business meetings, prior even to exploring the technical and operational issues,
appears to be a big part of the problem. In an effort to proceed on a business to business level, 1
would suggest the following. First, | would appreciate a response to our questions included in my
February 10, 1997 leficr. Second, | propose we schedule a meeting to discuss- AT&T's "recent
change proposal” in greater detail, approximately a week subsequent to Ameritech's response to
our questions. The meeting would be heid without attomeys present. As indicated in Bill Davis's
letter to John Lenahan on October 23, 1997, AT&T is prepared to pursue these discussions,
without prejudice to either party's legal position, from an operational and business perspective.
You are exactly right when you say these issues should be worked through the account tcam.

Your prompt written reply would be appreciated. Please call if you would like to discuss
any espect of this matter in greater detail.

Sincerely,

(et

Bruce Bennett

BB/cv
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March 16, 1598 %
VIA FAX: (312) 230-8834 & FIRST CLASS MAIL

Vice President - Central States Local Service Organization
ATRT .

227 West Monroe Strest, 13* Floor

Chicagpo, Illincis 60606

Dear Sir or Madam:

I am writing pursuant 1o Section 29.3 of the Interconuection Agresments under Sections 251 and
252 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 by and between Ameritech and AT&T (individually wd
collectively, the “Agresment™) ta require rencgotistion of certain provisions of the Agreement in lig,br of
the final and nonappealable decision of the United States Coun of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit in lows
Utilities Board v. F.C.C., 120 F.3d 753, (8" Cir. 1997), which decision vacated certain rules contained in

Part 51 of Title 47 of the Code of Federal Regulations (such vacated rules referred 10 herein as the
*“Vacated Rules™).

As you know, the Vacated Rules were in cffect when the Agreement was negotiated, arbitra 4,
signed and approved. Consisteat with Section 29.3, the Eighth Circuit’s final and nonappealabie
d=gision vacating the Vacated Rules gives risc to an “Amaendment to the Act” (as defined in Sectior 9.3

he Agreement) and Ameritech thercfore demands renegotiation of the provisions in the Agreement
1nat were affected by such Amendment to the Act.

in keeping with the good faith requiremnent of Section 293, Ameritech requests that AT&T
1denufy a point of con1act to negotiate the amendment. Accordingly, please identify to me in writing by
no later than March 23, 1998, AT&T's point of contact and [ will have the applicable Ameritech & L
negolation team contact that individual. RN

[f you have any questions, pleasc call me at (312) 335-6531.

ey

Sincerely,

P& lmib

cc: Bonnie H:mphxll ‘
AT&T Vice President - Law & Government Affzirs
VIA FAX: (312) 230-8835
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Philip S. Abrahams
Senior Aftocney

~March 23, 1998

‘Via Fax and U.S. Mail

Mr. Michael J. Karson

Vice President & General Counsel
Armeritech Information Industry Scmces
350 North Orleans

Floor 5

Chicago, IL 60654

D;ar Mike;

13th Foor

227 Wast Morvoe Street
312 230-2645
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This is in response to Ted Edwards’ March 16, 1998 letter proposing that our
* companies renegoliate certain provisions of the Interconnection Agreement in I uht of
the “final and nonappealable” decision of the United States Court of Appeals for the

. Eighth Circut.

~ Since Ted’s letter is not explicit, please submit to me, in writing, the specific
provisions of the Interconnection Agreement that you wish to renegotiate and indicate
the basis for that request (i.e., please cross-reference those provisions to the “finn! and
nonappealable™ portions of the Eighth Circuit’s decision). Upon receipt, AT&1 can
both determine if our companies are in agreement with the stams of the portier (s) of”

the order in question and how to move forward under Section 29.3 of the

Interconnection Agreement.
Sincerely,

Philip S. Abrahams

cc: Ted Edwards - Ameritech

Jane Medlin
Bill West
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NOTEBAERT SAYS AMERITECH CAN'T FOLLOW FCC SEC. 271 'ROAD MAP"

CHICAGO -- Although Ameritech initially was enthusiastic about FCC development of "road map"
for RHCs to use in meeting requirements for long distance entry, company has found after further study
that it's "impossible” to follow those directions, Ameritech Chmn. Richard Notebaert told reporters Tues.
in news conference here. He said Ameritech has decided it can't file any more entry applications until it
determines whether new FCC members will have different interpretation of Telecom Act checklist
requirements. He gave keynote speech at USTA convention here earlier in day.

Road map is nickname for guidance included in FCC order in Aug. denying Ameritech's Sec. 271
‘request to offer long distance in Mich. In that order, Commission outlined what RHC needed to do to

win approval of application. Ameritech last summer hailed that action as victory for RHCs because FCC
never before had issued directions to meet checklist.

However, on closer study company discovered it would have to spend at least $200 million and more
than year's work to meet some requirements involving billing, operational support systems and
certain technical details of interconnection, Notebaert said. He said guidelines would require changes in
billing system ~ for example, to accept 6 entries instead of 2 -~ and information that isn't even available
now. He said company is waiting to see whether FCC will clarify problem when it rules on BellSouth's
Sec. 271 petition in Dec. Ameritech officials said they have held many meetings with FCC staff in effort
to resolve problem but haven't received any assurance that revisions will be made.

Ameritech also is hesitant to file for Sec. 271 entry until it determines how newly constituted FCC will
interpret recent ruling by 8th U.S. Appeals Court, St. Louis, on unbundled elements and shared transport,
Notebaert said. He said court's language on rebundling was "very straightforward" but so was its earlier
language on forward-looking pricing that FCC interpreted in way that RHCs found questionable. In
pricing case, FCC had continued to apply forward-looking pricing principles in reviewing Sec. 271
applications, action that RHCs have challenged in court. Because of uncertainty at federal level,
Ameritech "isn't pushing very hard" to win state approval for long distance entry, Notebaert said.

In his speech at USTA convention, Notebaert urged telcos to be "imaginative" and "bold" in facing
newly competitive world. Like other speakers' at this year's sessions (see separate story, this issue), his
comments almost took form of pep talk to smaller companies. He said that increased competition in
cellular market helped Ameritech by encouraging it to try harder to meet customers' needs and to offer
digital cellular service quickly. As result, he said, Ameritech has experienced 30% annual growth rate.
By being "bold" and entering cable market when some predicted failure, Ameritech is "winning more
than a third of the cable households where our service is up and running,” he said.

Notebaert said that meeting customer needs is best way to compete: "Our future is in the hands of our
customers. Nothing has more bearing on our ability to prosper than to see the world through their eyes."
He said some in audience might point out that they didn't offer cellular or couldn't see getting into cable
since they count customers only "in the thousands." Notebaert warned that "that kind of thinking is the
path to oblivion" and all companies must "unshackle our imaginations and, as we like to say at
Ameritech, look at this business through the windshield rather than the rear-view mirror."”

CDviaNewsEDGE
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BEFORE
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Review of Ameritech )
Ohio's Economic Costs for Interconnection, )
Unbundled Network Elements, and Recipro- ) Case No. 96-922-TP-UNC
cal Compensation for Transport and Termi- )
nation of Local Telecommunications Traffic. )

SECOND ENTRY ON REHEARING

The Commission finds:

(1) On June 19, 1997, the Commission issued an Opinion and
Order addressing in detail the total element long run incre-
mental cost (TELRIC) studies submitted by Ameritech Ohio

" (Ameritech) in this matter. These TELRIC studies were in-
tended to establish the rates for unbundled network elements
which Ameritech proposes to charge competitors for provi-
sioning unbundled network elements as required by the Tele-
communications Act of 1996 (1996 Act)! and this Commis-

sion's local service guidelines set forth in Case No. 95-845-TP-
COI (845 Guidelines).

(2) On September 18, 1997, the Commission issued an Entry on

Rehearing modifying and clarifying, to the limited extent
addressed therein, the June 19, 1937 Opinion and Order.

(3) On October 20, 1997, applications for rehearing of the Com-
mission's September 18, 1997 Entry on Rehearing were timely
filed by Ameritech, AT&T Communications of Ohio (AT&T),
and MCI Telecommunications Corporation (MCI)? pursuant
to Section 4903.10, Revised Code, and Rule 4901-1-35, Ohio
Administrative Code. Memoranda contra the applications for

rehearing were timely filed by Ameritech and jointly by
AT&T and MCL

(4)  In their joint application for rehearing, AT&T and MCI aver
that the Commission erred in its September 18, 1997 Entry on
Rehearing concerning the application of the 20 percent reduc-
tion in shared costs. AT&T and MCI allege that, rather than
adopt their position and reduce the shared cost percentage

Codified as 47 U.5.C. 151 et seq.

Consistent with their earlier practices in this matter, AT&T and MCI submitted a joint application for
rehearing.
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